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Revisions to Faculty Grievance
Procedures
6/30/1999
Faculty Grievance Procedures RevisionAttached Motion: Dr. Janie Wilson (CLASS)
motioned that the Senate remove from the table the Faculty Grievance Procedures
revision. The motion was seconded and approved. Dr. Clara Krug (Chair, Faculty
Grievance Committee) reminded the Senate that, at the April 15 meeting, two items in
the proposed revisions had concerned Senators: (a) the number of members necessary
to constitute a quorum and (b) the number of votes necessary for approval of the
investigative panel's report. Motion: Dr. Clara Krug motioned for adoption of the
proposed revisions to the Faculty Grievance Procedures as specified in the draft
document which follows her memorandum dated June 9,1999 to members of the
Faculty Senate. She reiterated the following revisions and clarifications highlighted in
that memo and appearing in the proposed revisions. 1. The quorum necessary to hear a
complaint was 9. 2. The number of votes necessary to determine whether or not a
complaint should be investigated was still 5. 3. The quorum necessary to hear an
investigative panel=s report and vote to accept or reject it was 7. 4. The number of
votes necessary to reject the report, accept the report, or request additional information
was 5. The motion was seconded. Ms. Pam Watkins (COST): suggested a friendly
amendment (page 10 under D14) to modify the statement right after C where it says
"any of these actions requires" to say "actions A or B require." The effect of the friendly
amendment is that actions A or B require a minimum of five affirmative votes. The
default is C if the committee cannot get five affirmative votes. The friendly amendment
was accepted and the motion was approved.

4/15/1999
Discussion and Possible Action: Revisions to Faculty Grievance Procedures: Dr. Clara
Krug. Dr. Clara Krug referred to a copy of a memo of April 9 to Members of the Faculty
Senate from the Chair of the Faculty Grievance Committee (Dr. Clara Krug) about
proposed revisions to the Faculty Grievance Procedures.
Beginning in the 9697 academic year The Faculty Grievance Committee has been
working on the proposed revisions for those reasons included in the memo. A reason
not listed in the memo was some basic corrections necessary because of semester
system and changing dates. There are three typographical errors that need to be
corrected. Correction

1: On page 2, the College of Business should read "Business Administration," in
paragraph 2 of the underlined sections.
Correction 2: On page 7, number 6, if a committee member brings a grievance he or
she shall resign from the committee for the remainder of his or her term, instead of "of
her term."
Correction 3: On page 9, there is a suggestion that came from Jake Simons in the
College of Business Administration involving paragraph 14. It was unclear to him what it
meant for the Faculty Grievance Committee to agree to consider the report of the
investigative panel. The correction was distributed to senators. The correction would
change the third and fourth sentences to read: "Upon hearing the panel's report," The
Faculty Grievance Committee may vote to accept the panel's recommendation, reject it
in favor of a different recommendation, or request additional information. Any of these
actions requires a majority vote of the full committee. Dr. Clara Krug mentioned that the
proposed revisions do not change the philosophy or the rationale of the Grievance
Procedures but help make them "foolproof" in that once a grievance procedure begins
the committee would not have to invent procedure on the spot to cover a particular
situation. She addressed several proposed revisions:
1. She reported that during one quarter the committee had three or four investigations
and were literally running out of members and alternates. The number of alternates was
increased in the proposed alternates. The number of alternates was increased in the
proposed revision in order to have a large pool from which to draw in case there are
conflicts of interest.
2. In the past, conflicts of interest have never been specified or defined.
3. It would be good to have two year terms because they need to become oriented to
the committee in order to understand all procedures. Dr. Krug also reported that there is
a concern that this Grievance Procedure, in general, does not address grievances at the
Provost/Vice Presidential level. That would mean if a faculty member or group of
members had a grievance against the Provost, he/she would not necessarily start with
the chair or with the dean to resolve the grievance, which one must presently do. Dr.
Krug recommended that this issue be considered at a future time.
Motion: Clara Krug motioned for adoption of these corrected revisions of the Faculty
Grievance Procedures. The motion was seconded. There was much discussion and
debate involving the proposed revisions:
1. Possible changes, such as using the word "recommendation" instead of "report" in
correction #3.

2. Clarification about the number of members constituting a quorum at the initial
meeting and at the meeting during which the investigative panel presents its report
3. Clarification about the number of votes needed to accept/reject the investigative
panel's report.
4. Whether proxy votes are accepted at either meeting. Motion: Aaron Nicely (SGA
President) motioned to table the issue until the June 30th meeting. The motion was
seconded (motions to table are not debatable). The motion to table the proposal to
revise the Faculty Grievance Procedures passed. Dr. Krug specified that suggested
revisions and/or corrections be submitted to her in writing

